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The purpose of this study is to investigate teachers'
stages of concerns in acceptance of an instructional
innovation in cognitive monitoring. A review of the related
research on the change process revealed that the adoption
and implementation of an innovation is not an event but a
long-term process facilitated through support and training
from change facilitators. Research also states that the
degree of implementation of an innovation is directly
connected to the effectiveness of the staff development
training received. To evaluate the effectiveness of the
implementation four research questions were formulated. The
Concerns-Based Adoption Model was used to gather data.
The study focused on forty-two teachers who
participated in staff development training for the purpose
of learning to use the innovation, cognitive monitoring, in
their classrooms and in their teaching. The hypothesis was
that if teachers participated in an effective staff
I
development program that addressed their concerns, they
would have fewer awareness, informational, and personal
concerns about the innovation, after seven months of
implementation, thereby creating a high degree of
acceptance.
Findings indicated the following conclusions:
1. The variables, years of teaching experience, grade
level taught, self rating of use, and training
methods, are not significant factors in the change
of teachers' concerns regarding an innovation.
2. As measured in this study, the degree level of
teachers is significantly related to their highest
stage of concern.
3. Teachers holding Ed.S. degrees are more likely to
be concerned with the management of an innovation
and how to make changes in the innovation than
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The Georgia legislature passed a new funding formula
for education in 1986, the Quality Basic Education (QBE)
Act. The aim was to provide a quality education program for
Georgia students. The legislature allocated 234 million
dollars for the implementation of staff development programs
in school districts across the state for the 1986-87 school
year.
The legislature views staff development programs as an
approach for improving the teaching profession thereby
improving statewide standards of performance (State
Directory, 1987-88). Each of the 187 Georgia school
districts receive funds yearly based on the identified needs
of the district's school personnel.
After receiving its share of the QBE staff development
funds, the small urban school district studied in this paper
directed the principals in 15 schools to present a staff
development plan, projecting goals and objectives and
activities of each school. The needs identified by each
individual school then determined fund allocations.
The school selected for this study formed a
school-based staff development committee in April 1986 under
the direction of the principal. This committee consisted of
a cross section of the school's staff including new,




For the 1986-87 school year a staff development plan
that concentrated on the developmental characteristics of
children in grades K-5 was selected. Members of the Gesell
Institute served as resource personnel. During the first
year the staff focused on the identification of the
developmental learning stages of children and the matching
of instructional strategies to the needs of each stage.
Before the 1986-87 staff development year ended, a
consultant from the University of Georgia introduced the
faculty to the cognitive monitoring technique which would
help students monitor their own academic achievement and
behavior. The technique was also introduced to teachers as
a method of instructional improvement. Cognitive monitoring
(see Appendix A) focuses on the awareness and regulation of
one's thinking as the individual works with a task.
Purpose of The Study
The faculty began to encounter some of the common
problems of working with an innovative approach. Because
the task, cognitive monitoring, involved a radical change in
each teacher's routine, it had the potential for varying
acceptance among staff members. Because of this potential,
the Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM) was selected as the
instrument to determine the stages of concern at which




The Concerns-Based Adoption Model used for this study
follows Hall's hypothesized sequence. This model identifies
seven stages of concern that range from little concern to
exploring more universal benefits from the innovation.
Research Questions
The present study was designed to answer the following
questions.
1. At what stage, as described by the Concerns-Based
Adoption Model, does the level of concern regarding
cognitive monitoring intensify for the total population?
2. Does a significant difference exist between how teachers
rate themselves (novice or intermediate user) in the
use of the innovation, cognitive monitoring, and their
highest stage of concern?
3. Does a significant difference exist between the highest
stages of concern (as measured by the Concerns-Based
Adoption Model) in Groups L and D? Group L learned
to teach cognitive monitoring to students, and Group D
learned to use cognitive monitoring themselves in
their teaching (see population description).
4. Does a significant difference exist between teachers'
highest stage of concern about cognitive monitoring and
their (a) Grade Level Taught, (b) Years of Teaching




The following terms are defined for the purpose of this
study:
Innovation: the newly introduced program of cognitive
monitoring (see Appendix A for a description of cognitive
monitoring),
Concern: (Hall, 1978, p. 5) the composite representa¬
tion of the feelings, preoccupation, thought, and
consideration given to a particular issue or task; an
aroused state of personal feelings and thoughts about an
innovation as measured by the Concerns-Based Adoption Model
(CBAM) instrument.
Cognitive Monitoring: self-awareness and self¬
regulation of one's thinking through goal setting ("This is
what I need to do."), self-questioning ("Do I really
understand this assignment?"), and self-reinforcement ("I
can control my behavior." "My answer was very good.").
Limitations of the Study
The scope and breadth of the study were subject to the
following limitations:
1. Subjects were selected solely on the basis of their
training in cognitive monitoring.




The findings and conclusions will be limited to
this study. This study was designed to assist the





REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
The purpose of this section is to examine the
literature regarding the meaning and use of Cognitive
Monitoring and Metacognition.
Characteristics. Composition, and The Relationship Between
Cognitive Monitoring and Metacognition
Flavell (1976, 1979), Palincsar and Brown (1985),
Garofalo and Lester (1985), and Narode (1985) explain
cognitive monitoring (CM) (Self-awareness and self
regulation of one's thinlcing through goal setting,
self-questioning and behavior management) as a slcill of
metacognition (Icnowledge about one's own thinlting) . As
early as 1926 Piaget recognized the development and use of
self-communication/private speech. Piaget (1967) reported
that he noticed a frequently occurring phenomenon in the
language of young children, a speech that was not directly
addressed or adapted to a listener, and which did not compel
a reaction from a listener. He also observed children
engaged in "repetition," "monologues," and "collective
monologues" (p. 10).
Vygotslcy (1962) concluded that self-communication/
private speech served a developmentally positive, social
function. "Self communication was seen as thought spoken by
the child out loud, and its purpose was to communicate with
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self for self-guidance and self direction" (p. 5). American
psychologists proposed that this private speech be investi¬
gated for the purpose of developing strategies for utilizing
it in cognitive and social development. Many noted
researchers investigated private speech; Flavell (1976,
1979); Meichenbaum (1975, 1976, 1980); Meichenbaum and
Cameron (1974); Brown and Deloach (1978); Lesh (1983); and
Garofalo (1986).
Flavell (1976) believed that the solution for
developing strategies for cognitive and social development
can be found in the area of "metacognition." He defined
metacognition as:
One's Icnowledge concerning one's own cognitive
processes and products or anything related to them.
In other words, the learning of relevant properties
of information or data.
It also refers to the active monitoring and
consequent regulating and orchestration of these
processes in relation to the cognitive objects or
data on which they bear, usually in the service of
some concrete goal or objective. (p. 232)
Flavell was the first psychologist to use the term cognitive
monitoring. He stated that an individual was involved in
metacognition if he found that
he was having more trouble learning 'k' than 'B,'
if it occurs to him that he had better scrutinize
each and every alternative in any multiple-choice
type taslc situation before deciding which is the
best one; if he becomes aware that he is not sure
what the experimenter really wants him to do; or if
it stri)ces him that he should double-check 'C
before accepting it as a fact. (p. 233)
Stages of Concerns
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In 1979, Flavell developed a model of Cognitive
Monitoring. He believed that the monitoring of a wide
variety of cognitive enterprises occurred through the
actions of and interactions among four classes of phenomena:
(a) Metacognitive knowledge, (b) Metacognitive experiences,
(c) Goals (or tasks), and (d) Actions (or strategies)
(p. 906) . Metacognitive knowledge was concerned with a
stored world knowledge involving people as cognitive indi¬
viduals and their diverse cognitive tasks, goals, actions,
and experiences, for instance, a person believing that he is
better at reading than science. Metacognitive experiences
dealt with conscious cognitive or affective experiences that
accompany and pertain to any intellectual enterprise,
namely, one's finding that he does not comprehend something
another person just said. Goals (or tasks) refer to the
objectives of a cognitive problem, e.g., one's realization
that he wants to receive an "A" in behavior management. A
sample of actions (or strategies) would be the realization
that he must begin to control his speaking out.
Lesh (1983) stated that "psychologically speaking,
metacognitions and cognitions are distinct but occur
together through parallel processing involved in most types
of problem solving. Cognitions involved in the solution of
a problem are simultaneously monitored by metacognition"
(p. 5). Narode (1985) agreed with Lesh and added that
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"cognitive processes consist of the mental structures,
concepts, and heuristics that are thought during the
attempted solution of a particular problem: the problem at
hand" (p. 5).
Maryland and Edwards (1986) conducted further research
on metacognition strategies that involved the mental
functioning of teachers and students during classroom
instruction. Winne (1982) referred to this strategy as the
"cognitive mediational paradigm" (p. 75). He hypothesized
that while teacher processes are not the direct cause of
student learning they can give rise to learning by engaging
the thought processes of students. Bruch et al. (1986)
tested the strategy of Winne further by researching the role
of self-statements in academic test performance.
Meichenbaum and Goodman (1971) investigated the
relationship between metacognition and behavior management
(BM). They concluded that "the developing child is
characterized as going through stages during which he does
not mediate or regulate his overt behavior verbally"
(p. 115).
Using Manning's (1981, 1982) outline as a resource, the
faculty matched the skills of Brown and Deloach (1978) with
Manning’s teaching outline to develop a working guide for
teaching children and teachers to use CM.
Stages of Concerns
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In summary, CM, which is a skill of Metacognition, is
defined as self-awareness and self-regulation of one's
thinking through goal setting, self-questioning, and
behavior management.
Studies in Cognitive Monitoring and Metacoanition
The studies presented in this section will focus on the
development and utilization .of metacognitive skills with
children and adults. The studies will concentrate on the
following areas: comprehension, problem solving, and
behavior management. Hopefully these studies will be
helpful to the staff of the cited school in understanding
more about the development of Metacognitive skills and
processes.
Markman (1977, 1979), Maryland and Edwards (1986) and
Pasnak (1987) researched the area of Comprehension
Monitoring. Markman's (1977) first study raised the
question of how people become aware of their own
comprehension failure. She believed that a partial answer
to this question was the inability of people to participate
in constructive processing while trying to comprehend.
Markman decided to test her theory of constructive
processing with twelve students from grades 1-3. She
informed these six-, seven-, and eight-year-olds that she
was trying to find effective ways to teach boys and girls
how to play games and perform magic tricks and that she
Stages of Concerns
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needed them to listen to her instructions for playing the
games. They were to listen for parts that were unclear,
identify omissions, and decide if they could follow the
instructions for playing the game. They were informed that
they could ask for explanations about anything that was not
clear to them. Markman purposefully wrote the instructions
with blatant omissions and errors. After testing each
student individually, she discovered that the younger
students had difficulty in realizing that the instructions
were inadequate. The older students' performance was
somewhat higher because they were better at realizing the
inadequacy of the instructions. Markman believed that
superficial processing impeded the children's comprehension.
In Markman's (1979) second study, twenty children were
selected from grades 3, 5, and 6 for subjects. Markman's
objective was to investigate the children's awareness of
their own comprehension failure when presented with
inconsistent information. Markman told the students that
she was trying to write short stories and essays for
children. She wanted the students to give her help in
deciding if the essays and stories were comprehensible.
They were to listen for mistakes, ask questions, and make
suggestions for changes. Each student heard the essay
twice. If a student noticed a problem in the materials, the
procedure was stopped. Questions were asked if a student
Stages of Concerns
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did not notice a mistake, e.g., "What do you think?" "Did
everything make sense?" Overall, 96% of the students
missed all or all but one of the implicitly stated problems
before finishing the last problem. They were unaware of the
inconsistency in the material when they had to make an
inference. Markman then decided to tell the students that
each set of material contained mistakes. As a result, the
students improved their performance.
Research done by Maryland and Edwards (1986) deals with
the monitoring of students' thinking while they were engaged
in instruction. The purpose of the study was to identify
aspects of students' information processing style, types of
mediating responses engaged in by students, and contextual
and personal factors that infringe on their in-class
thinking (p. 77). Maryland and Edwards used a post lesson
interview technique to gain access to students' thinking
during instruction. Four students from each of two classes
- eleventh grade biology and tenth grade social science -
participated in the project. These students were selected
because they met the following criteria: ability to
articulate their thinking, willingness to participate,
frankness, and ability to express themselves. Over a one
week period three lessons were videotaped. On the same day
that the lesson was taught, a stimulated-recall interview
was held with each student. Students were asked to recall
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all in-class thinking as accurately as possible as they
watched the videotape. The data were organized into four
categories of mental processes; interpretive, learning,
deception, and metacognitive. The method used in this
project showed how the cognitive teaching process works and
suggested ways for improving teaching through making
cognitive methodology fit the needs, interests, and learning
styles of students.
Pasnak (1987) also contributed to the area of
metacognition by conducting a study designed to raise the
reasoning ability of kindergarten children behind in
cognitive development. From a group of 112 kindergarteners,
twenty-two students were selected for the study.
These children obtained the lowest scores on the
Educational Ability Series section of the SRA Survey of
Basic Skills test. The materials consisted of classi¬
fication training sets, seriation training sets, and number
conservation training sets. The students worked for
15 minutes two or three days per week in groups of six or
less. This instruction took the place of their regular
mathematics lesson. The control group of children was
taught the regular mathematics curriculum during a matched
number of periods. At the end of the training both the
experimental and control group of children took the SRA test
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again. The experimental group of children made twice the
gains of the control group of students. This type of study
can be a useful tool for helping teachers see what can aid
those students who are lagging in cognitive development.
Dermody (1988) added to the literature on improving
metacognitive strategies for children by designing a study
to investigate the development of metacognitive strategy
instruction on standardized test of reading comprehension.
Dermody concluded that the teaching of metacognitive
strategies combined with reciprocal teaching can
significantly influence reading comprehension. The group
who previously demonstrated average reading comprehension
but above average word recognition showed statistically
significant gains in comprehension.
The purpose of metacognitive instruction is to help
studencs name, learn, and retain strategies to support
learning. Palinesar and Brown (1986) stated that all
teachers must play a role in the teaching of metacognitive
instruction. They believe that the teacher's role must be
"the role of an expert providing the support necessary to
nudge the novice from acquisition, through various levels of
competence, to eventual mastery of the slcills" (p. 73).
»
The next area for examination involved using CM in
problem solving. Brown and Deloach (1978) stated that many
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metacognitive skills and strategic processes are tran-
situational.
They apply to all forms of problem-solving
activities rather than being restricted to a certain
process area. Self-interrogation concerning the
current state of one's own knowledge during problem
solving is an essential skill in a wide variety of
situations, such as, in the laboratory, the school,
or every day life. (p. 61)
Flavell (1976) outlined some general questions children can
use when solving problems.
Examine task features carefully. Is there a
problem here? Is the problem I just solved the
one I originally had in mind to solve, or is
this only a subproblem or even an irrelevant
problem? If I don't initially succeed in
solving the problem, I should keep trying. (p. 233)
Lovitt and Curtiss (1986) investigated the merits of
Flavell's suggestions. They proceeded to assess
experimentally the function of a popular remediation
suggestion of teachers and parents that children "think
before they do." The subject was an 11-year-old boy who was
experiencing problems in mathematics. He showed extreme
variability in solving mathematic problems. At times he
could solve some problems correctly, but at other times he
would err when first presented with the same problem.
During the first phase of the experiment, the teacher
instructed the subject to verbalize the answers to the
problems before writing them. In phase two, the subject no
longer needed to verbalize the answer. As a result of
monitoring the verbalization of the answers, the subject's
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error rate decreased from 13.4 to 7.1. This study supports
the idea that a transition from other-regulation to
self-regulation is beneficial.
Lehrer and Randle (1987) also researched the
relationship between problem solving and metacognition.
Their research study investigated three components of
metacognition: problem representation, comprehension
monitoring, and the ability to monitor and to integrate old
and new information. The results showed that students in
the experimental group increased in comprehension
monitoring and the ability to use cognition strategies for
solving problems.
DeCorte and Verschaffel (1981) conducted a study
designed to investigate the algorithmic errors of first- and
second-grade students. They discovered that seventy-eight
percent of the problem was due to algorithm. The initial
task of the study was to teach five mathematical units with
a focus on the thinking process in lieu of the mechanical
operations. Teachers encouraged students to think aloud
while practicing and solving problems. A comparison of the
results of tests given before and after the procedure showed
that the experimental group made significantly fewer
algorithmic errors than did the control group.
Manning (1984) provided teachers with the following
guidelines for implementing a self-regulation structure
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during mathematics classes: (a) teachers must be convinced
that self-talk will enhance mathematics performance, (b)
teachers must establish an environment conducive to self¬
communication, (c) teachers must teach students how to use
self-communication, and (d) teachers must teach the four
school uses of self-communication during mathematics
instruction (listening to mathematics directions, planning
work, working on assignments, and checking assignments).
Meichenbaum (1976) investigated the use of cognitive
monitoring in behavior management. Meichenbaum and Asarnow
(1979) agreed that children's learning to talk to themselves
and controlling the content of their self-talk (using
positive statements instead of negative ones) positively
influenced their behavior and thinking style.
Brown (1986) concluded that students learn to control
their behavior in a positive manner when instruction
emphasizes the need for students to become self controlled
and conscious of their own learning processes. They must be
able to integrate the rules and to self manage the
instructions for themselves.
In order for children to develop self-control of their
behavior, Meichenbaum (1976) recommended the following
training program:
1. An adult models a task while talking
to himself out loud (cognitive modeling);
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2. The child perforins the same task under
directions of the model's instructions (overt,
external guidance);
3. The child performs the task while instructing
himself aloud (overt self-guidance);
4. The child whispers the instructions to himself
as he goes through the task (faded, overt
self-guidance);
5. And finally, the child performs the task while
guiding his performance via private speech
(cc'-ert self-instruction) ,
Meichenbaum and Goodman (1971) performed a cognitive
self-instructional training procedure designed to alter the
behavior of impulsive school children. They employed an
individual training procedure which required impulsive
kindergarteners and second graders to talk to themselves,
initially overtly and then covertly, in an attempt to
increase self-control. The results indicated that they
improved significantly.
The last group of studies relates to the development of
self-regulation in adults. Adults may not develop the
metacognitive processes to their potential, thereby limiting
the individuals' problem-solving capabilities. Meta¬
cognitive processes are appropriate in problem-solving
situations.
Wertsch (1979), Meichenbaum and Cameron (1974), Riley
(1980), and Neely (1983) experimented with adults using
techniques they found to be successful with impulsive
children. These techniques involved modeling and the
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rehearsing of think-aloud strategies. Subjects learned to
(a) monitor themselves for negative self statements and (b)
substitute positive statements for negative ones. The
results indicated that these adults learned to develop
self-control, become alert in their performance, and develop
a more positive self-perception. Riley (1980) discovered
that training in cognitive monitoring and creative problem
solving skills can improve the problem-solving skills of
preservice teachers.
A study done by Martin and Keller (1976) investigated
self awareness in teachers. They found that teachers were
not aware of the type and frequency of their interactions
with students in six types of didactic interactions.
Significant discrepancies between observed behaviors and
teacher's estimations of the amount of classroom interaction
were found. Martin and Keller believe it is, "reasonable to
assume that unless teachers become aware of the nature of
the interactions operating in their classrooms, efforts to
improve teaching practices and enhance classroom functioning
will have limited success" (p. 54).
In summary, the research states that cognitive
monitoring is very useful to adults and children for problem
solving, comprehension, and behavior management. Cognitive
monitoring can teach individuals to: (a) engage in
constructive processing while trying to comprehend an idea,
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(b) do self-interrogation by asking self communication
questions when solving a problem, and (c) monitor their self
talk to ensure a flow of positive statements, thereby
developing a positive learning environment. The preceding
research served as a resource for validating the cognitive
monitoring staff development model used in the cited school.
Educational Change
Educational change in America was slow to materialize
until the early 1960s. The complete diffusion of an
innovation required up to as many as 50 years after its
introduction (Mohr, 1971). Realizing that the natural act
of diffusion and dissemination was not working for the
implementation of change, the National Diffusion Network
(1980) began to play an active part in assisting school
systems to utilize educational innovations.
Since the 1960s theorists and researchers have
maintained that change (a) must first be the result of
instigation of individuals rather than of institutions, (b)
involves many developmental growth levels, and (c) must be
designed to meet individual needs (Hord, 1987). With these
thoughts in mind, Havelock (1973), Fullan (1985), Chin and
Benne (1970), and Hall et al. (1973) began to develop models
designed to explain change and its individual nature.
Havelock (1973) designed four models of change: (a)
Problem Solving, (b) Social Interaction, (c) Research,
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Development, Diffusion, and (d) Linkage. He focused on the
management approach to planned change:
Each model assumes that there is a rational
receiver of information who will change when
confronted with a better practice but, more
significantly they focus primarily on behavior
which culminates in the decision to adopt a
particular program or practice. (p. Ill)
The Concerns-Based Adoption Model for change, developed
by Hall et al. (1973), made four assumptions about change:
(a) change is a process, not an event; (b) the change
process occurs in the individual; (c) the change process is
a personal experience unique in each individual; and (d) the
change process assumes that the individual grows in both
feelings about and skills related to the innovation. Fullan
(1985) proposed three statements to facilitate continued
study of change.
1. Change takes place over time.
2. Significant change will involve anxiety and
uncertainty.
3. Change is incremental and developmental.
In 1970, Chin and Benne suggested three types of
strategies for implementing change both within and outside
the educational setting:
1. The Rational-Empirical Strategy. Using this
approach, change is proposed by someone who
believes that people are rational individuals and
will adopt changes once they are shown evidence
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that the change will be beneficial to those it
affects.
2. The Normative-Reeducative Strategy. This strategy
is based on the belief that changes of actions are
implemented because of personal values and
attitudes.
3. The Power-Coercive Strategy. In this strategy
change is a forced process implemented by those
with power.
Miller and Wolf (1978) working with members of the
Amherst Public School system developed a model designed to
prepare teachers for change. Their model involved five
steps with the first step concentrating on the individuals
and their concerns, then moving to collaboration through the
use of extensive dialogue and to institutional change based
on collaborations: (a) individual concerns, (b) individual
actions, (c) dialogue about action, (d) collaborative
action, and (e) organizational change and support for
change.
Goodlad and Klein (1970) examined educational change in
three areas: curriculum, organization, and instruction.
They found that many educational changes were cited as
failures because they were treated as routine matters with
no special strategy for development and implementation. For
example "team teaching, new curriculum content and some
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patterns of departmentalization were conveyed with the
baggage of traditional methodology" p. 72). Goodlad and
Klein stated that there are certain conditions necessary for
change to be successful. First, change requires time,
resources, and regard for realistic expectations. Second,
the needs and concerns of teachers and administrators are of
upmost concern. Third, the change must fit the school's
population, values, and beliefs. Lastly, school leaders
must give teachers support for the change. Goodlad and
Klein stressed that the disregard for effective staff
development training is a major fault in implementing any
change. They also stressed that through the task of
retraining, teachers "become true partners in the
enterprise, with commitment to try out new materials and
methods" (p. 100).
The Use of Staff Development in Implementing an Innovation
As schools strive to implement new programs designed to
help improve schools, it is evident that teachers must be
presented with new ideas, skills, and training. They must
be taught to think beyond the traditional method of doing
things in order to make these programs work. Therefore,
staff development/inservice education is the "catalyst for
changing traditional practices" (Arends, Hersh, & Turner,
1978) . Mohr (1971) noted that "it is possible to reduce
frustrations and fears in teacher innovation by providing
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dynamic inservice opportunities for them" (p. 8). Fullan
(1985) states that "change is a process of developing new
ideas, acquiring new skills, and, above all, of finding
meaning and satisfaction in new ways of doing things" (p.
397). Mohr (1987) also adds that "the best educational
change must incorporate respect for the teacher as a
professional thinking person who takes responsibility for
his or her own practice" (p. 40).
McCarthy (1985) provided a rationale for using staff
development in implementing an innovation: "Of all the
areas related to school excellence, surely none is so
crucial as the professionalism of the classroom teacher.
The teacher is the context for learning and staff
development plans need to reflect that focus" (p. 68).
Seaburn and Sudlow (1987) state that staff development
is the "how to" of an effective school project (p. 5). It
is a strategy, not an event or a series of events which must
exist to enable teachers to become more proficient in the
classroom. Staff development is designed to maintain and
improve staff proficiency.
Odum (1985, 1986) found that staff proficiency improved
through staff development because (a) teachers showed an
increased confidence in their own ability to manage change,
(b) teachers learned to appreciate and make use of style
differences, (c) teachers found that team development was
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valuable, and (d) teachers put their new knowledge and
skills into practice. The main emphasis for staff
development is the individual, planning and working with
others, and striving to provide a complete education for
children.
Staff Development Studies
The correlation between the amount of inservice
provided and the degree of implementation has been
investigated. Solomon, Ferritor, Heann, and Myers (n.d.)
reported that teachers scored 10% higher in implementation
if they received maximum preservice training and project
materials. Merrick (1986, 1987) studied a sample of 31
teachers involved in implementing a K-9 science program.
He discovered that with inservice training using the CBAM,
participants were more likely to exhibit the behaviors
necessary for program implementation.
In 1987, Seaburn and Sudlow reported on an effective
staff development project conducted by the Spencerport
School District. The program, Teacher Expectations and
Student Achievement (TESA), was held for six sessions once
per month. TESA was designed to help teachers become aware
of their unconscious discriminatory interactions between
high and low achieving students in the classroom. Seaburn
and Sudlow speculated that this project was a success
because it was designed to follow effective staff
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development practices and to parallel the effective teaching
research components. These components were: (a) job
related content, (b) well planned and coordinated, (c)
supported from the district level, (d) adequate time for
program development, and (e) a follow-up program.
Prior to implementing a state mandated reading
improvement program (Tri-Star), the Jefferson Middle School
faculty decided that if this program was to be fully adopted
and implemented they would need staff development activities
at four different levels: (a) Orientation, (b) Preparation,
(c) Mechanical Use, and (d) Routine Use, Refinement, and
Integration. Activities were then presented and discussed
in staff development workshops for the entire faculty.
Peer teachers, district reading consultants and university
professors gave assistance to teachers. As the years
progressed, teachers' behavior in the Tri-Star program
became less mechanical and more routine. After more than
two years, the program is accepted and expanding (Jefferson
Middle School, 1980).
Berman and McLaughlin (1977) reported that when
teachers are trained with the necessary skills and behaviors
needed for the im.plementation of an innovation, student
achievement is positively affected. They also proposed the
following strategies to improve student performance, promote
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teacher changes, and enhance the continued use of an
innovation in the classroom:
1. Concrete, teacher-specific and extended training.
2. Classroom assistance from project or district
staff.
3. Teacher observation of similar projects in other
classrooms, schools, or districts.
4. Regular project meetings that focused on practical
problems.
5. Teacher participation in project decisions.
6. Local materials development.
7. Principal participation in training.
Wood and Thompson (1980) proposed guidelines for
effective staff development. They suggested that staff
development should
1. give the participants more control over "how,"
and "what" they are to learn;
2. concentrate on the job related tasks that the
participants consider to be real and important;
3. be aware of differences among participants and
provide choices and alternatives;
4. provide opportunities for participants to practice
what they are learning on the job;
5. encourage sharing and small group work; and




Bishop (1987) presented a collaborative planning model
for implementing change through staff development. He
suggests the following steps for planning the essential
resources of a staff development program:
1. Expertise - The reform expert must be very
knowledgeable and must model curricular strategies
which are more effective than the ones in present
use.
2. Money - Change requires funds. Inadequate funding
will not produce desired changes.
3. Time - Districts must allocate time in proportion
to needed changes.
4. Awareness - All participants must be aware of all
phases of the change.
5. Follow-up - Time for follow-up, answering questions
and doing demonstrations is essential for the
success of an innovation.
6. Analysis of the results - Results should be
compared with the desired outcomes.
Wood and Thompson (1980) drawing from new research on
adult learning based on the work of Piaget, stated that a
higher proportion of adults than formerly thought was found
operating at the concrete operational stage rather than at
the formal operational stage of intellectual development.
This fact suggests that the experiences of staff development
should be direct and concrete.
David (1986, 1987) designed an investigation to study
the effect staff development had on curriculum change. He
found that staff development programs are essential for the
implementation of effective curriculum changes. This study
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also revealed that certain ingredients need to be a part of
staff development programs designed to assist the implemen¬
tation of a change: (a) staff development planners should
involve participants in the actual planning and follow-up
activities of the staff development program, (b) a suf¬
ficient amount of time must be provided for participants to
understand program goals, and (c) continuous staff
development and effective follow-up sessions designed to
address concerns should be a pre-planned feature of a staff
development program.
Summary
A review of the research revealed that staff develop¬
ment on the implementation of an innovation such as cog¬
nitive monitoring is essential. Goodlad (1970), Wood and
Thompson (1980), and Bishop (1987) support this conclusion.
Without effective staff development, innovative programs and





The purpose of this investigation was designed to
survey teacher's concerns about and acceptance of an
instructional innovation in cognitive monitoring. Cognitive
Monitoring (CM) was first introduced to the faculty of the
cited school during the 1987-88 school year in a staff
development program. The projected outcomes of the staff
development program were for teachers to: (a) help students
learn to monitor their academic achievement and behavior,
and (b) acquire a method for improving instruction.
Description of Research Design
The subjects were randomly assigned to two groups with
each group concentrating on a particular approach for using
CM. Group L, which consisted of 20 subjects, learned to
teach cognitive monitoring to students while Group D, which
consisted of 22 subjects, learned to use cognitive
monitoring on themselves. Cognitive monitoring was taught
in five sessions for a total of twelve hours (see Appendix A
for a detailed outline of each session). Training
procedures were taken from the 1975, 1979, and 1981 works of
Meichenbaum,and Asarnow and Manning (Orientation, Modeling,
and Rehearsal).
After the completion of the training, the concerns of
the teachers about cognitive monitoring were measured with
the Concerns Based Adoption Model Instrument.
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Description of Subjects and Procedures
The subjects were all (grades K-5) teachers from an
elementary school in a small urban school district.
Forty-two teachers participated in the survey. The survey
included fourteen teachers who had taught for less than five
years, eight teachers who had between five and nine years of
experience, and twenty who had over nine years of
experience. Twenty-two teachers had B.S. degrees, sixteen
teachers had M.Ed. degrees, and four teachers had Ed.S.
degrees. Each teacher was hand delivered the instrument and
asked to complete the date and last four digits of his/her
social security number on the introductory page, complete
all information on the demographic page, and to respond to
each item on the instrument in terms of his/her present
concerns with cognitive monitoring. The completed
instrument was to be returned to the investigator at the end
of the school day.
Instrumentation
The Concerns-Based Adoption Model was originally
proposed in 1973 by Hall, Wallace, and Dossett. The
University of Texas Research and Development Center for
Teacher Education further implemented the instrument.
The Concerns-Based Adoption Model is a conceptual
instrument that determines how the experiences and concerns
of a new concept user serve as the primary focus in the
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adoption and implementation of an educational change. The
instrument allows the change facilitator to focus on the
personal experiences of the user because the user is the
dominant force in determining whether an innnovation
succeeds in becoming an integral part of the user's
instructional program. According to the Concerns-Based
Adoption Model, when an individual encounters an innovation,
behavior is influenced by his most intense concerns at that
time (Hall et al., 1979). The instrument can be used at any
point during the individual's relationship with the
innovation, from non-use to expert use. The instrument can
also be used with any type of innovation.
The instrument consists of three parts: an
introductory page, two pages of 35 statements, and a
demographics page. Examples of the three parts of the
instrument are included in Appendix B.
The introductory page introduced the purpose of the
questionnaire and gave detailed instructions for completion.
The name of the respondent was not required, but a four
digit number was requested for identification purposes.
Space was available on the introductory page for the
investigator to insert the name of the particular innovation
(Cognitive Monitoring).
The second part of the instrument consisted of the 35
statements. The 35 statements represent the seven
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fundamental stages of concern: (a) awareness, (b)
informational, (c) personal, (d) management, (e) conse¬
quence, (f) collaboration, and (g) refocusing. Each of the
seven stages of concerns is represented by five statements.
Respondents indicated the degree to which each concern is
true of them by marking a number next to that statement on a
0 to 7 scale: "High numbers indicate high concern, low
numbers indicate low concern, and 0 is indicative of a very
low concern or completely irrelevant items" (Hall et al.,
1979) .
During the two and one-half years of research related
to measuring Stage of Concern About the Innovation, the
instrument was tested for estimates of reliability and
validity with several different samples and different tests.
Reliability of the CBAM Instrument. The reliability of
the instrument is discussed on the following pages.
1. Internal Consistency. Internal consistency of the
instrument was determined by the coefficient alpha. A
criteria of near .80 is necessary for research purposes.
The coefficients ranged from .64 to .83 with six of the
seven coefficients scoring above 70. Stage 0 alpha was not
close to meeting the .80 criteria.
2. Test-Retest. A two week test-retest sequence
was given after the initial completion of the instrument.
Once again, the instrument yielded correlations adequate for
research purposes for stages 1-5 (.65 to .86).
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Validity of the Instrument. The validity was
determined through intercorrelations of subscales and factor
analysis.
1. Intercorrelations of Subscales. The six subscales
of the original 195 item pilot instrument proved to be
intercorrelated (N = 359). Eighty-three percent of the
items correlated highly with the assigned stages (Hall et
al., 1979, p. 12).
2. Factor Analysis. Because of programming
limitations, the original instrument was revised in the
following ways: (a) the original six stages were increased
to seven, and (b) the original 195 statements were reduced
to 150,
The factor analysis yielded a factor structure which
had "high congruence with the hypothesized seven scales"
(Hall et al., 1979, p. 13). From the factor analysis.
Hall et al. concluded that the "seven scales tapped seven
independent constructs which could be identified readily
with the seven stages of concern proposed in the concern-
based adoption model" (Hall et al., 1979, p. 13).
3. Predictive Validity. Case studies tested the
predictive validity for the instrument. The results
followed the stages hypothesized by the concern theory: The
concerns of individuals shift as they become familiar with
the innovations. "Their concerns shifted from being high on
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the lower (0, 1, and 2) stages through a high management
(3), and finally to fairly low intensity on all concerns
stages" (Hall, 1977, p. 18). From the studies conducted
over two and one-half years. Hall et al. concluded that "the
instrument accurately measures Stages of Concern About an
Innovation. In fact, the instrument appears to do an even
better job than other measures and clinical judgments"
(Hall, 1977, p. 18).
Data Analysis
The raw data the researcher collected from each
questionnaire was converted into individual raw scores, peak
high scores, and group raw scores. An independent chi-
square test was done to answer research questions two
through four. Raw scores were used to answer question one.
Summary
This chapter has presented the methods used for
investigation. The Concerns-Based Adoption Model Instrument
developed by the Research and Development Center for
Teachers Education, University of Texas, was used to
assessed concerns and acceptance of teachers who used the
innovation cognitive monitoring. Participants were the





PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
This investigation was designed to survey teachers’
concerns and acceptance of an instructional innovation in
cognitive monitoring. The survey was done through the use
of a systematic plan for analyzing and interpreting the
concerns of teachers as measured by the Concerns Based
Adoption Model (CBAM). The results are presented in order
of the research questions. The scores of 42 subjects were
the basis of analyses.
Examination of Research Questions
1. At what stage as described by the CBAM scale does
the level of concern regarding cognitive monitoring
intensify for the total population?
To investigate this question, a count was made of the
number of individuals with a peak score at each of the seven
stages. These statistics gave a clear picture of the range
of peak stage scores within the group. The data showed no
teachers with a peak level of concern at the "0" (awareness)
stage. The data did reveal that out of the 42 subjects, 17
clearly were most concerned with Stage 4 (consequence) of
the CBAM, with an additional six teachers selecting 'Stage 4
in combination with another stage. Therefore, the data can
be interpreted as finding over 50% of the school's staff
operating at the consequence staae. The focus for
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individuals operating at the consequence staae is relevant
to the innovation for students, evaluation of student
outcomes including performance and competencies, and changes
needed to increase student outcomes. The results of this
analysis are in Table 1.
2. Does a significant difference exist between how teachers
rate themselves (novice or intermediate user) in the
use of the innovation, cognitive monitoring, and their
highest stage of concern?
To investigate this question, the chi-square
independent test was used. Teachers were divided into two
groups (novice or intermediate user) depending upon their
self-rating. The data revealed that 32 teachers rated
themselves as novice users, and 10 teachers rated themselves
as intermediate users. The data showed that no teacher
picked the "0" level as his/her highest stage of concern.
Overall the highest level of concern was at Stage 4, the
consequence stage. A peak Stage 4 score reveals that the
individual is intensely concerned about the effect of the
innovation (cognitive monitoring) upon the student. The
data (Value = 1.356, df = 5, Prob. = 0.929), showed no
significant difference (p < .05) between teachers' ratings
of themselves as users of cognitive monitoring (novice or
intermediate) and their highest stage of concern. Results




Highest Stages of Concern for The Total Population
Stages 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
N = 0 3 11 2 17 3 0
‘Combination




Summary of Data For Novice and Intermediate Users of Cognitive Monitoring
Staqe 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 df n Total
Novice User
N = 0 4 6 2 14 5 1 1.356 5 0.929 32
Percent 9.52 14.29 4.76 33.33 11.90 2.38 76.19
Row Pet. 12.50 18.75 6.25 43.75 15.63 3.13
Col. Pet. 66.67 75.00 100.00 77.78 71.43 100.00
Intermediate
User
N = 0 2 2 0 4 2 0 10
Percent 4.76 4.76 0.00 9.52 4.76 0.00 23.81
Row Pet. 20.00 20.00 0.00 40.00 20.00 0.00
Col. Pet. 33.33 25.00 0.00 22.22 28.57 0.00
Total 6 8 2 8 7 1 42









3. Does a significant difference exist between the highest
stages of concern (as measured by the CBAM) in groups
L and D? Group L learned to teach cognitive
monitoring to students, and Group D learned to use
cognitive monitoring themselves in their teaching.
To investigate this question, the chi-square test was
used. Teachers were randomly divided into two groups (L and
D) for training. Each group received training and on-the-
job practice. The data revealed that no individuals in
either group had a peak score at the "0" stage of concern.
Nevertheless, both groups showed their highest level of
concern to be at Stage 4, consequence of the innovation.
The data (Value = 1.461, df = 5, Prob. = 0.918), showed no
significant difference (p < .05) between how these
individuals were trained and their highest stage of concern
about cognitive monitoring. Results of these analyses are
found in Table 3.
4. Does a significant difference exist between teachers'
highest stage of concern about cognitive monitoring
and their (a) Grade Level Taught, (b) Years of
Teaching Experience, and (c) Educational Degree?
Grade Level
The chi-square independent test was used to investigate
this question. The data are reported for teachers at three
Table 3
Summary of Data For Groups L and D
Stage 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 df Total
Group L
P
N = 1 5 1 10 3 0 1.461 5 0.918 20
Percent 2.38 11.90 2.38 23.81 7.14 0.00 47.62
Row Pet. 5.00 25.00 5.00 50.00 15.00 0.00
Col. Pet. 50.00 50.00 50.00 52.63 37.50 0.00
Group D
N = 1 5 1 9 5 1 22
Percent 2.38 11.90 2.38 21.43 11.90 2.38 52.38
Row Pet. 4.55 22.73 4.55 40.91 22.73 4.55
Col. Pet. 50.00 50.00 50.00 47.37 62.50 100.00
Total 2 10 2 19 8 1 42







different levels: (a) Primary (grades K-3), (b) Inter¬
mediate (grades 4-5), and (c) Specialists (grades K-5). The
highest stage of concern for the three groups was at Stage
4, consequence. The data (Value = 12.801, df = 10, and
Prob. = 0.235), showed no significant difference among the
three groups' highest stage of concern (p < .05) and their
respective grade levels. Table 4 illustrates the results of
these analyses.
Teaching Experience
The chi-square test for independent samples was used to
investigate this question. Teachers were divided into three
groups depending upon the number of years they had been
teaching. The groups were (a) 0-5 years, (b) 6-9 years, and
(c) over 10 years of experience. The highest stage of
concern for all three groups was Stage 4 (consequence). The
chi-square test revealed the following data: Value =
14.354, df = 10, and Prob. = 0.157 (p < .05). The analysis
showed no significant difference between the number of years
of teaching and an individual's highest level of concern.
Table 5 displays the results of this analysis.
Type of Degree
The chi-square independent test was used to investigate
this question. The type of degree the teachers held
determined group divisions. The division of groups was (a)
B.S., (b) M.Ed., and (c) Ed.S. The chi-square test (Value =
Table 4
Sununary of Data For Grade Levels





3 7 1 12 1 0 12.801 10 0.235 24
Percent 7.14 16.67 2.38 28.57 2.38 0.00 57.14
Row Pet. 12.50 29.17 4.17 50.00 4.17 0.00





0 0 1 4 2 0 7
Percent 0.00 0.00 2.38 9.52 4. /., 0.00 16.67
Row Pet. 0.00 0.00 14.29 57.14 28.57 0.00





0 4 0 5 1 1 11
Percent 0.00 9.52 0.00 11.90 2.38 2.38 26.19
Row Pet. 0.00 36.36 0.00 45.45 9.09 9.09
Col. Pet. 0.00 36.36 0.00 23.81 25.00 100,00
Total 3 11 2 21 4 1 42
7.14 26.19 4.76 50.00 9.52 2.38 100.00






Summary of Data For Teaching Experience
Stage 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 df TotalP
0-5 Years
N = 1 2 1 5 4 1 14.354 10 0.157 14
Percent 2.38 4.76 2.38 11.90 9.52 2.38 33.33
Row Pet. 7.14 14.29 7.14 35.71 28.57 7.14
Col. Pet. 25.00 28.57 100.00 29.41 36.36 50.00
6-9 Years
N = 3 1 0 4 0 0 8
Percent 7.14 2.38 0.00 9.52 0.00 0.00 19.05
Row Pet. 37.50 12.50 0.00 50.00 0.00 0.00
Col. Pet. 75.00 14.29 0.00 23.53 0.00 0.00
Over 10 Years
N = 0 4 0 8 7 1 20
Percent 0.00 9.52 0.00 19.05 16.67 2.38 47.62
Row Pet. 0.00 20.00 0.00 40.00 35.00 5.00
Col. Pet. 0.00 57.14 0.00 47.06 63.64 50.00
Total 4 7 1 17 11 2 42







19.244, df = 10, Prob. = 0.037) showed a significant
difference (p < .05) between the degree level of individuals
and their highest stage of concern.
The relationship between degree type and teachers'
stages of concerns revealed a broad range of significant
concerns. Teachers with B.S. degrees were operating
significantly at two different stages (personal and
consequence). The highest concerns (of teachers with M.Ed.
degrees) were at Stage 4 (consequence). Teachers holding
specialist degrees divided their highest level of concern
between Stage 3 (management) and Stage 6 (refocusing). The
results of the analyses are in Table 6.
Summary
The results of the questionnaire and the chi-square
tests revealed that after seven months of working with the
innovation, cognitive monitoring, individuals in this study
were progressing in their knowledge and use of CM. They
were aware (Stage 0) and informed about the general charac¬
teristics, effects, and requirements for using CM (Stage 1),
managed to overcome their personal concerns (Stage 2) about
CM, and in most instances, managed (Stage 3) the innovation
without problems. Most individuals were operating at Stage
4 (consequence). According to Hall (1973), a person with
Stage 4 concerns is the ideal person with whom to work.
This person requires very little direct help from the change
facilitator except for recognition and praise.
Table 6
Summary of Data For Degree Types
Stage 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 Value df Total
B.S.
P
N = 2 8 1 10 0 1 19.244 10 0.037 22
Percent 4.76 19.05 2.38 23.81 0.00 2.38 52.38
Row Pet. 9.09 36.36 4.55 45.45 0.00 4.55
Col. Pet. 66.67 66.67 50.00 47.62 0.00 100.00
M.Ed.
N = 1 2 1 11 1 0 16
Percent 2.38 4.76 2.38 26.19 2.38 0.00 38.10
Row Pet. 6.25 12.50 6.25 68.75 6.25 0.00
Col. Pet. 33.33 16.67 50.00 52.38 33.33 0.00
Ed.S.
N = 0 2 0 0 2 0 4
Percent 0.00 4.76 0.00 0.00 4.76 0.00 9.52
Row Pet. 0.00 50.00 0.00 0.00 50.00 0.00
Col. Pet. 0.00 16.67 0.00 0.00 66.67 0.00
Total 3 12 2 21 3 1 42









SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary
This study was designed to survey teacher's stages of
concerns in acceptance of an instructional innovation in
cognitive monitoring. The research questions follow: (a)
At what stage, as described by the CBAM scale, does the
level of concern regarding cognitive monitoring intensify
for the total population? (b) Does a significant difference
exist between how teachers rate themselves (novice and
intermediate) in the use of the innovation, cognitive
monitoring, and their highest stage of concern? (c) Does a
significant difference exist in concern levels (as measured
by the CBAM) in Groups L and D? Group L learned to teach
cognitive monitoring to students, and Group D learned to use
cognitive monitoring themselves. (d) Does a significant
difference exist between teachers' highest stage of concern
about cognitive monitoring and their grade level taught, the
number of years of teaching experience, and education
degrees?
Forty-two teachers participated in the study. Data
were gathered from the teachers using the CBAM which was
hand delivered to each teacher. The chi-square independent
test was used to test for significant differences between
(a) training method, (b) self rating of use, (c) years of
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experience, (d) degree type, and (e) grade level and
teachers' levels of concerns.
The findings of the study are reported below: The
chi-square independent test indicated that a significant
difference at the .05 level existed between teachers'
highest stage of concern about cognitive monitoring and
their educational degree, "rhe significant difference was
between the teachers with bachelor's degrees (B.S.) and
those with master's degrees (M.Ed.). No significant
differences were found between teachers’ stages of concern
about cognitive monitoring and other variables.
The frequency distribution indicated that 50 percent of
the teachers at the B.S. degree level were at stage three or
lower on the six-point scale of concerns as compared with
only 25 percent of those with the M.Ed. degree. The sample
of teachers holding the Ed.S. degree was too small for
statistical interpretation.
Conclusions
The findings from the analysis of data substantiate the
following conclusions:
1. The variables, years of teaching experience, grade
level taught, self rating of use, and training
methods are not significant factors in teachers'
concerns regarding an innovation.
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2. As measured in this study, the degree level of
teachers is significantly related to teachers’
highest stage of concerns.
3. Teachers holding Ed.S. degrees are more likely to
be concerned with the management of an innovation
and how to make changes in the innovation than
are teachers who hold B.S. or M.Ed. degrees.
4. The teachers at the B.S. degree level were less
accepting of the innovation (cognitive monitoring)
than teachers at the M.Ed. degree level.
Implications
The findings and conclusions suggest that because
teachers with B.S. degrees had a significant second level of
concern (Stage 2, personal), they were uncertain about the
demands of the innovation and their ability to meet those
demands.
Individuals with consequence concerns were worried
about the impact of the innovation on their students. These
teachers' focus is on the relevance of the innovation for
their students. The number of individuals with concerns at
the personal and consequence levels suggest that there is a





The following recommendations are an outgrowth of this
study.
1. Personal attention should be given to individuals with
B.S. and Ed.S. degrees during the introduction and
implementation of an innovation to ensure their movement
from personal and management concerns to more impact
concerns.
2. Beyond the data of the study, indications are that the
CBAM should be used early in the planning and
implementation of an innovation in order to reduce the




LEARNING TO USE COGNITIVE MONITORING
SESSIONS ONE THROUGH FIVE
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Sessions One and Two; Cognitive Monitoring
September 18 and 19, 1987
Groups D and L: Introduction to Cognitive Monitoring
The consultant began the first session by asking the
group if they ever talked to themselves and whether the talk
was more negative or positive. Almost everyone agreed that
at certain times they did and that they usually talked to
themselves when they had a difficult task to perform or when
they had made a mistake in doing something. Some group
members gave examples of their self-talk and others helped
to analyze the talk as being positive or negative. The
group soon realized that much of an individual's self-talk
is negative. The consultant proceeded to tell us that 77%
of all self-talk was negative and the task for the next four
sessions was to replace the negative self-talk with
positive.
Cognitive monitoring was introduced as a skill of
metacognition. It could be used as a technique for helping




Session Two; Theory, Research, and Use
After a break in the schedule, the consultant continued
the second session by presenting some background on the
following; (a) theory of cognitive monitoring, (b) research
on cognitive monitoring, and (c) its use with teachers and
students.
Theory
Vygotsky (1962) stated that self-communication served a
developmentally positive, social function. It was seen as
thought, spoken by the child out loud, and its purpose was
to communicate with self for self-guidance and self-
direction. He identified three stages of language
development:
Ages 0-3 External Stage - children's actions are
controlled by the parents. (example: "You
may not go.")
Ages 3-5 Egocentric Stage - At this stage children
can be observed talking aloud to themselves
to control their actions. (example: The child
says to himself, "You must not do that again.")
Ages 5-Adult Internal Stage - At this stage con¬
versations are carried on with oneself but the
speech is silent.
Research in Cognitive Monitoring
Flavell (1976, 1979) was the first psychologist to use
the term cognitive monitoring. He believed that the
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monitoring of a wide variety of cognitive enterprises
occurred through the actions of and interactions among four
classes of phenomena; (a) metacognitive knowledge, (b)
metacognitive experiences, (c) goal (or task), and (d)
actions or strategies. Flavell also believed rehearsing a
problem or memory task should increase the odds of solving
the problem or retaining information.
Meichenbaum's (1975, 1976, 1977, 1980) research
involved using cognitive monitoring with students to help
them learn how to control their own behavior. He introduced
a four step model for behavior control to students.
Students are to say: (a) "before I start any of my tasks, I
am going to: stop, look, listen, and think before I
answer." Manning's (1984) research revealed that cognitive
monitoring enabled children to follow oral directions
better.
Introducing Cognitive Monitoring to Children
Ask children if they ever talk to themselves. When? What
do they say? Let children know that its alright to talk to
themselves. Acquaint students with activities that help
foster self-communication:
1. Have students role play problem situations.
2. Have students draw pictures showing them talking
to themselves in various situations.
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3. Provide comic strips with captions removed for
students, have them write in what the character
is saying to himself.
4. Provide an open self-communication classroom.
5. State classroom rules in an "I" perspective in
the present tense.
6. Help students make behavior cue cards. Cue cards
can help remind children of what they should be
doing at any given time. They may ask the
following questions: (a) What am I supposed to
be doing? (b) What is my plan? (c) How is my
plan working? (d) How did I do?
Cognitive Monitoring and the Teacher
Teachers may use cognitive monitoring when: studying
and learning new material, preparing lesson plans, preparing
tests, and interacting with students. Teachers should
practice asking themselves questions as they plan and
perform their tasks. Self questioning helps the teacher to
enhance self awareness.
Level I - Negative Acceptance
a. "I can’t...," or "If only I could...," or "I wish I
could, but I can’t...."




Level II - Recoanition and Need to Change
a. "I need to..." or "I should...."
b. You recognize a problem, but create no solution.
c. These statements create quiet disappointment and
acceptance of self-imagined inadequacies.
Level III - Decision to Change
a. "I never..." or "I no longer...."
b. You recognize the need to change, but you also
make the decision to do something about it.
c. You state the decision in the "present tense" - a
thought the decision had already taken place.
Level IV - The Better You
a. X 3in • • • •
b. Most effective king of self talk.
c.
d.
It helps you deal with problems and opportunities
in a self-activating way.
It inspires, encourages and pushes us forward.
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Session Three Cognitive Monitoring
Group D - Teacher Expectation Research
(Good & Weinstein, 1986)
The objective of the session was to show how cognitive
monitoring and teacher expectations are related. The
consultant presented teacher expectation research on what
happens to low achieving students during the socioemotional
climate of the classroom and during academics. Research
indicates that the socioemotional climate of the classroom
is not conducive to achievement for low achieving students.
Generally, these students receive less: smiles, head nods,
eye contact, support and friendliness, and friendly
interaction and are seated farther away from the teacher
than high achieving students. During academics, low
achieving students receive fewer opportunities to learn new
material, less difficult material, less benefit of the doubt
in borderline cases in the grading of tests, and less use of
effective instructional methods when time is limited, than
high expectation students.
The consultant then had the teachers to make cue cards,
showing effective self-statements. The statements were to
be aimed at how teachers can raise their conscious level of
what happens during instruction to low expectation students.
Examples of effective self-statements:
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1. I give all students the opportunity to learn new
material.
2. I give all students the opportunity to learn
difficult material.
3. I give all students the benefit of doubt when
grading their work.
4. I take the time tO' make use of effective instruc¬
tional methods with all my students.
Group L - Behavior Modification
This session involved using cognitive monitoring with
students for the purpose of teaching them ways to bring
their behavior under their own control. This was referred
to as internal locus of control.
Teachers were encouraged to discuss classroom behavior
management problems and to give examples of their self
statements during management. The idea of helping children
assume more of the responsibility for their own behavior was
applauded. Examples of activities for behavior management
were given out and discussed:
1. Model appropriate behavior with children.
2. Make signs and post them just inside the doorway as
reminders for children.




4. Have available reinforcement cards for children who
behaved appropriately in the hallways.
5. Prepare signs and post them on lunchroom walls.
6. Allow children to prepare their own cue cards to
take to the lunchroom with them as reminders.
7. Prepare centerpieces for the table containing cue
cards.
8. Prepare cue card place mats for the lunch table.
9. Prepare reinforcement cards or buttons for children




Session Four: Cognitive Monitoring
Group D - Teacher Expectation (cont.)
This session continued with a discussion centered
around the teacher expectation research on high and low
expectation students. Questioning and affective feedback
were the two main areas discussed in relation to raising
teachers expectation levels for low achievers.
The consultant stated that during classroom discussions
low expectation students receive:
1. less wait time for responding
2. less repetition of questions
3. less rephrasing of questions
4. less clue giving
5. less opportunities to respond
students.
In the area of affective feedback low expectations
students receive:
1. more criticism for failure or inappropriate
response
2. less praise following an appropriate response
3. less attention and interaction from teacher
4. more interaction with teacher privately than
publicly
5. briefer and less informative feedback to their
questions than high expectations students.
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Teacher scenarios were then given to teachers for the
purpose of providing an opportunity to read, act out, and to
discuss ways for using self communication (cognitive
monitoring) to raise teachers' expectation level of
students (Dagley, 1988).
Teaching Scenario — Academics
Assume you are a third grade teacher involved in
planning math lessons for the following wee)c. You just
completed the grading of a chapter test on subtraction.
Much to your despair, a number of students did not master
some of the objectives on the tests. You contemplate your
dilemma. Should you spend more time on subtraction or go on
to a new unit? How should you reteach the objectives?
Should you reteach the objectives to the entire class? If
not, what will you do with the students who have mastered
all of the objectives? Should you reteach the objectives
with manipulatives? Should you duplicate wor)csheets for
reteaching? As you begin your planning, you thinJc to
yourself...
Low Expectation Self-Statements
What am I to do? I can't believe these tests scores
are so poor. I must have shown them how to subtract a
thousand times. Their homework wasn't so bad, so why do
their tests look like this?
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Perhaps, I should have begun teaching the concept with
manipulatives. I can just see myself counting out 425
sticks and having a student take 137 sticks away. That
would take so long that I would probably only get two
problems done during the math period.
I am already behind according to the projected math
schedule, and it looks like it may take all year to teach my
bottom group subtraction. I know I need to get through this
book, but what am I to do? Maybe I should just duplicate
worksheets for each objective, at least that way I can say I
have retaught each objective. This is impossible! These
kids have got to learn the basics.
High Expectation Self-Statements
This is really disappointing, I thought they would do
better than this. Where should I begin? If I look at the
tests, maybe I can figure out what went wrong. Jason left
this one blank. I wonder if he overlooked it or if he
couldn't work it. I'll ask him tomorrow. If he knows how to
work it, that will be one less objective for him to work on.
(The teacher continues looking over the individual tests.)
I need to remember that I don't want to get hung up on
teaching one skill. I know the basics are important, but
they'll have subtraction again next year. I want my
students to be exposed to most if not all of the material in
the book. I've always found it amazing how some students
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have trouble with one concept, but have no difficulty with
one that seems equally hard. If I never exposed them to new
material, I wouldn't know if they are capable of learning
it.
If I’m going to keep up with the projected math
schedule, I need to begin a new chapter. Let's see, there
are four objectives in this chapter on subtraction. I'll
make a list of students needing help on each of these
objectives. The last ten minutes of math period next week
can be devoted to reteaching. That way the students will be
ready for retesting on Friday. This way I can start the
next chapter and still have time to introduce the concept
with some concrete examples.
Teaching Scenario
Assume you are a fifth grade teacher involved in
teaching a social studies lesson focusing on our country's
struggle for independence. Your group of students is
especially slow this year, as evidenced by the fact that all
but seven of your students read below grade level. To make
your situation even worse, you are using a new social
studies text and are unfamiliar with the material which,
incidentally, seems particularly difficult for your low
achieving students. It has been torture to listen to the
students read the text aloud, yet you are not sure they read
well enough to understand on their own. Just as you begin a
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discussion of the material they were to have read for the
day, in walks your principal. You think to yourself...
Dialogue: Low Expectation Self-Statements
I can't believe she is going to watch me teach social
studies to these goof-offs. Surely, she can't expect much
out of them or me. If only she had chosen science to
observe, this has got to be my least favorite subject.
After this observation, she'll really think I should
consider another profession.
How am I going to get them to respond to my questions?
If I call on Karen, she will know the answers to my
questions. It's too bad I can't ask her every question!
Just look at those faces, they're a bunch of zombies.
All of them must have stayed up to watch a late movie on TV.
It will take a miracle to awaken them, let alone motivate
them to participate in a discussion as complex as this
social studies lesson. Boy, this is going to look as if I
haven't taught a thing all year. Maybe I won't look so bad
if I just ask a few'easy questions. After all, what can she
expect with a group like this.
Dialogue: High Expectation Self-Statements
Even though this may not be my favorite subject to
teach, she'll never know it. I've worked hard getting my
students to feel comfortable in participating in class
discussions. I need to remember to ask everyone questions.
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I want to make sure that all my students get a chance to
answer, to share what they know. They may not know all the
answers, but they need a chance to express themselves. I
will provide as much guidance as possible so that they are
successful in answering my questions. If a student seems
unsure of an answer, I repeat the question. If that doesn't
help, I paraphrase the question or give some kind of clue to
help the student come up with a response. In addition, I
allow some wait time so everyone has had a chance to think
of an answer. I know how it feels to have just understood
the question a second before it is answered.
All in all, things have gone well so far this year, so
if my principal observes me and my students on a less than
perfect day, it’s not really the end of the world. My
students know they are learning, and they are proud of
themselves. I'm proud of them and of me too!
Group L - Cognitive Monitoring and Academics
Teachers spend the majority of each day engaging
children in academic work. In order to help students
increase their achievement in academics, they must listen
well, plan effectively, work efficiently, and check their
work accurately. Skill in self-communication is an
effective tool by which children can be taught to monitor
themselves as they work.
The following is a guide for children to use while




1. Does this make sense to me?
2. Is there anything missing?
3. What’s missing?
4. I need to really listen.
5. I understand this.
While Planning
1. Do I have everything I need?
2. Do I know what to do?
3. What should I do first?
4. This is going to be easy (hard).
5. I'll finish this on time.
While Working
1. Am I working fast enough? too fast?
2. Did I skip anything?
3. How am I doing?
4. This is easy (hard) for me.
5. I need to quit daydreaming, or I'll never finish.
While Checking My Work
1. Did I complete everything?
2. What do I need to recheck?
3. Am I proud of this work?
4. This looks great! (horrible)




Primary concepts of reading comprehension - children
should initiate and monitor their use of self-questions in
these four areas.
1. What is the main idea?
2. Who did what? to whom? why?
3. How do the characters feel? why?
4. Does this make sense to me?
Learning Math Facts
Steps to follow when engaged in solving math problems:
1. While looking at the math fact, I say it aloud.
2. Without looking at the math fact, I say it aloud.
3. I check for accuracy.
4. I say the math fact aloud while I write it.
5. I say the math fact softly while I check it for
accuracy.
6. I say the math fact in my mind.
Learning to Spell
Steps:
1. While looking at the word, I say it and then spell
it aloud.
2. Without looking at the word, I spell it aloud.
3. I check for accuracy.
4. I spell the word aloud while I write it.
5. I spell the word softly while I check for accuracy.
6. I spell the word in my mind.
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Session Five: Cognitive Monitoring
Group D - Teacher Expectation (cont.)
The consultant opened the session with a video tape
that described correct and incorrect examples of teachers
responding to students. The teacher expectation research in
questioning, affective feedback, academics, and the socio-
emotional climate of the classroom served as a resource
guide for the video. A'lively discussion followed the video
because teachers were willing to share the self-talk they
engaged in during the tape.
Teachers were then given examples of positive
statements for areas of the teacher expectation research.
They were instructed to follow the consultant using
Meichenbaum and Goodman's (1971) five-step instruction model
to practice repeating these statements.
Example:
1. Consultant says a positive statement aloud while
students observe (consultant acts as a model).
2. Teachers repeat the same statement while consultant
instructs teachers aloud (overt, external
guidance).
3. Teachers repeat the same statement while
instructing self aloud (overt, self-guidance).
4. Teachers say (repeat) the same statement while
whispering to self (lip movements).
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5. Teachers repeat the statement covertly (without lip
movements).
Next, teachers were asked to make cue cards for
themselves. These cue cards should show examples of
positive self statements for any of the teacher expectation
areas.
Example:
High Expectation Statements - Affective Feedback
1. I avoid criticizing students for failure to respond
correctly to questions.
2. I praise students for appropriate responses.
3. I give attention to all students.
4. I interact openly with all students.
5. I provide informative feedback to all students'
questions.
Positive Self-Statements
1. I call upon all students to respond to questions.
2. If necessary I repeat the question.
3. If necessary I rephrase the question.
4. If necessary, I provide clues to aid the student in
answering questions.
5. I allow some wait time before calling upon a
student to answer a question.
Group L: Peer Modeling of Self-Talk
The consultant guided teachers through discussions
designed to help students learn to: (a) make coping and
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guiding statements (I need to do my best writing for this
story), (b) set goals (I will bring my spelling grade from a
B to an A next Friday), and (c) give themselves
reinforcement for achieving (Good job! I made 100 on my
math test).
Following this discussion, teachers were as)ced to give
examples of and to model positive self-tal)c statements.
Example:
Children's Self-Talk Statements
1. We are busy working.
2. Am I copying this correctly?
3. Perhaps I am looking around too much.
4. I better get back to this writing if I want to
finish.
1. Where is my pencil?
2. Here it is.
3. Mrs. Lovell said to do five of these.
4. I'm really working hard today.
1. I need to be careful while cutting this.




1. Look at this paper in my desk.
2. And here’s another one.
3. I did it all!
4. Ooh, I need to quit looking around this room.
5. I need to get back to work.
6. Let's see.
1. This looks nice.
2. This is easy. I’m getting the right answer.
3. I think I'll number all of these before I turn
this page.
4. Let’s see, there's 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6.
5. I'm doing a neat job.
6. I'll turn the page now.
7. I’m working fast, but I think I’m still getting
the right answers.
8. I’m really proud of this work today.
1. This is a lot of work today, but I’m going to go
slowly.
2. Oops, that wasn’t correct.
3. Let's see, what was I going to put there?




1. Mrs. Bowersett is telling me what to do.
to listen carefully.
2. Does this make sense to me?
3. Am I understanding?
4. Yeah! I think I'm getting it.
5. Yes, that makes sense. Now I have it.





SALIENT RESPONSES FROM TEACHERS DESCRIBING
CLASSROOM USE OF COGNITIVE MONITORING
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Salient Responses from Teachers Describing
Classroom Use of Cognitive Monitoring
OVERALL
—"When I am on the way to school, I talk to myself about
having a positive successful day."
—"At school, when I am experiencing difficulty with my
class, I talk to myself about how to help the group be
more productive."
—A. "I will keep on schedule today."
—B. "I will teach each child in this class how to use the
card catalog."
—C. "I will use a quiet voice with this group so that
students will be calm."
—D. "I will try to be positive with each child I meet
daily."




—"On various occasions, I have my students, who display in¬
appropriate behavior, use cognitive monitoring by












It is very important for continuity in processing this
data that we have a unique number that you can remember.
Please use:
Last 4 digits SS#
This purpose of this questionnaire is to determine what
people who are using or thinking about using various
programs are concerned about at various times during the
innovation adoption process. The items were developed from
typical responses of school and college teachers who ranged
from no knowledge at all about various innovations to many
years experience in using them. Therefore, a good part of
the items may appear to be of little relevance or irrelevant
to you at this time. For the completely irrelevant items,
please circle "0" on the scale. Other items will represent
those concerns you ^ have, in varying degrees of intensity,
and should be marked higher on the scale, according to the
explanation at the top of each of the following pages.
For example:
01234567 This statement is very true of me at
this time.
01234567 This statement is somewhat true of
me now.
01234567 This statement is not at all true of
me at this time.
01234567 This statement seems irrelevant to
me.
Please respond to the items in terms of vour present
concerns, or how you feel about your involvement or
potential involvement with cognitive monitoring. We do not
hold to any one definition of this innovation, so please
think of it in terms of vour own perception of what it
involves. Since this questionnaire is used for a variety of
innovations, the name cognitive monitoring never appears.
However, phrases such as "the innovation," "this approach,"
and "the new system" all refer to cognitive monitoring.
Remember to respond to each item in terms of vour present
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concerns about your involvement or potential involvement
with cognitive monitoring.













































2 3 4 5 6 7
Some what true of me - Very true of me now
67 I am concerned about students'
attitudes toward this innovation.
67 I now know of some other approaches
that might work better.
67 I don't even know what the
innovation is.
67 I am concerned about not having
enough time to organize myself each
day.
67 I would like to help other faculty
in their use of the innovation.
67 I have a very limited knowledge
about the innovation.
67 I would like to know the effect of
reorganization on my professional
status.
67 I am concerned about conflict
between my interests and my
responsibilities.
67 I am concerned about revising my
use of the innovation.
67 I would like to develop working
relationships with both our faculty
and outside faculty using this
innovation.
67 I am concerned about how the
innovation affects students.
67 I am not concerned about this
innovation.
67 I would like to know who will make









































2 3 4 5 6 7
Some what true of me -- Very true of me now
67 I would like to discuss the
possibility of using the
innovation.
67 I would like to know what
resources are available if we
decide to adopt this innovation.
67 I am concerned about my inability
to manage all the innovation
requires.
67 I would like to know how my
teaching or administration is
supposed to change.
67 I would like to familiarize other
departments or persons with the
progress of this new approach.
67 I am concerned about evaluating my
impact on students.
67 I would like to revise the
innovation's instructional
approach.
67 I am completely occupied with other
things.
67 I would like to modify our use of
the innovation based on the
experiences of our students.
6 7 Although I don't know about this
innovation, I am concerned about
things in the area.
67 I would like to excite my students
about their part in this approach.
67 I am concerned about time spent
working with nonacademic problems




Not true of me
2 3 4 5 6 7
Some what true of me - Very true of me now
01234567 I would like to know what the use
of the innovation will require in
the immediate future.
01234567 I would like to coordinate my
effort with others to maximize the
innovation's effects.
01234567 I would like to have more
information on time and energy




Statements on the Stages of Concerns Questionnaire




3 I don't even know what the innovation is.
12 I am not concerned about this innovation.
21 I am completely occupied with other things.
23 Although I don't know about this innovation, I am
concerned about things in the area.
30 At this time, I am not interested in learning about
this innovation.
STAGE 1
6 I have a very limited knowledge about the innovation.
14 I would like to discuss the possibility of using the
innovation.
15 I would like to know that resources are available if we
decide to adopt this innovation.
26 I would like to know what the use of the innovation
will require in the immediate future.
35 I would like to know how this innovation is better
than what we have now.
STAGE 2
7 I would like to know the effect of reorganization on my
professional status.
13 I would like to know who will make the decisions in the
new system.
17 I would like to know how my teaching or administration
is supposed to change.
28 I would like to have more information on time and
energy commitments required by this innovation.
33 I would like to know how my role will change when I am
using the innovation.
STAGE 3
4 I am concerned about not having enough time to organize
myself each day.






16 I am concerned about my inability to manage all the
innovation requires.
25 I am concerned about time spent working with non-
academic problems related to this innovation.
34 Coordination of tasks and people is taking too much of
my time.
STAGE 4
1 I am concerned about students' attitudes toward this
innovation.
11 I am concerned about how the innovation affects
students.
19 I am concerned about evaluating my impact on students.
24 I would like to excite my students about their part in
this approach.
32 I would like to use feedback from students to change
the program.
STAGE 5
5 I would like to help other faculty in their use of the
innovation.
10 I would like to develop working relationships with both
our faculty and outside faculty using this innovation.
18 I would like to familiarize other departments or
persons with the progress of this new approach.
27 I would like to coordinate my effort with others to
maximize the innovation's effects.
29 I would like to know what other faculty are doing in
this area.
STAGE 6
2 I now know of some other approaches that might work
better.
9 I am concerned about revising my use of the innovation.
20 I would like to revise the innovation's instructional
approach.
22 I would like to modify our use of the innovation based
on the experiences of our students.
31 I would like to determine how to supplement, enhance,




0 AWARENESS: Little concern about or involvement
with the innovation is indicated.1INFORMATIONAL: A general awareness of the
innovation and interest in learning more detail about it is
indicated. The person seems to be unworried about
herself/himself in relation to the innovation. She/he is
interested in substantive aspects of the innovation in a
selfless manner such as general characteristics, effects,
and requirements for use.2PERSONAL; Individual is uncertain about the
demands of the innovation, her/his inadequacy to meet those
demands, and her/his role with the innovation. This
includes analysis of her/his role in relation to the reward
structure of the organization, decision making, and
consideration of potential conflicts with existing
structures or personal commitment. Financial or status
implications of the program for self and colleagues may also
be reflected.3MANAGEMENT: Attention is focused on the
processes and tasks of using the innovation and the best use
of information and resources. Issues related to efficiency,
organizing, managing, scheduling, and time demands are of
uppermost concern.
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the innovation on students in her/his immediate sphere of
influence. The focus is on relevance of the innovation for
students, evaluation of student outcomes, including
performance and competencies, and changes needed to increase
student outcomes.5COLLABORATION; The focus is on coordination and
cooperation with others regarding use of the innovations.6REFOCUSING: The focus is on exploration of more
universal benefits from the innovation, including the
possibility of major changes or replacement with a more
powerful alternative. The individual has definite ideas
about alternatives to the proposed or the existing form of
the innovation (Hall, Wallace, & Dossett, 1973).
The levels of concerns can be experienced
simultaneously but depending on one's closeness to an
involvement with the innovation, the degrees of intensity
will vary. The intensity or arousal of concerns across
stages takes a developmental movement pattern, that is,
certain types of concerns will be more intense, then less
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